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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. THURMOND). 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 

Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, whose love casts out 

fear, You are our refuge and strength, a 
very present help in times of trouble. 
We come to You for the replenishment 
of our souls. Grant us a profound expe-
rience of Your concern for each of us, 
as if there were only one of us, and yet, 
for all of us as we work together. Break 
down the walls we build around our 
souls. So often, we hold You at arm’s 
length, usually when we need You the 
most. Make our souls Your home. Fill 
us with the security and serenity we 
need to face the challenges of this day. 
Bless the women and men of this Sen-
ate. Grip them with the conviction 
that their labors today are sacred and 
that they will be given supernatural 
strength, vision, and guidance. Thank 
You in advance for a truly productive 
day. Through our Lord and Savior. 
Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able acting majority leader, the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado, is rec-
ognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, this 

morning the Senate will resume con-
sideration of the Treasury-Postal ap-
propriations bill. Senator ASHCROFT 
will be immediately recognized to offer 
his marriage penalty amendment. It is 
expected a motion to table the 
Ashcroft amendment will be offered 
after a reasonable amount of debate 
time. Following that vote, it is hoped 
that Members will come to the floor to 
offer and debate remaining amend-
ments on the Treasury bill. 

Upon disposition of the Treasury ap-
propriations bill, the Senate may begin 
consideration of the foreign operations 
appropriations bill, health care reform, 
any other appropriations bills or con-
ference reports as available, and any 
other legislative or executive items 
cleared for action. Therefore, Members 
should expect a late night session, with 
votes throughout the day, as the Sen-
ate attempts to complete its work 
prior to the August recess. 

Finally, the leader would like to re-
mind Members that the Senate will re-
cess today from 12:30 until 2:15 to allow 
the weekly party caucuses to meet. 

I thank the President and yield the 
floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 2312, which 
the clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2312) making appropriations for 

the Treasury Department, the United States 
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the 
President, and certain Independent Agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, 
and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Thompson amendment No. 3353, to require 

the addition of use of forced or indentured 
child labor to the list of grounds on which a 
potential contractor may be debarred or sus-
pended from eligibility for award of a Fed-
eral Government contract. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Missouri, Mr. ASHCROFT, is recognized 

to offer an amendment regarding the 
marriage penalty. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, in 

collaborating with my colleague, the 
Senator from Kansas, I have agreed 
with him that he would offer the 
amendment on the floor. 

Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3359 

(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide that married cou-
ples may file a combined return under 
which each spouse is taxed using the rates 
applicable to unmarried individuals) 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I send an amend-
ment to the desk and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWN-

BACK], for himself, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire and Mrs. HUTCHISON, proposes an 
amendment numbered 3359. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I ask unanimous 
consent that reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert the fol-

lowing: 

SEC. ll. COMBINED RETURN TO WHICH UNMAR-
RIED RATES APPLY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part II of 
subchapter A of chapter 61 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to income tax 
returns) is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 6013 the following new section: 

‘‘SEC. 6013A. COMBINED RETURN WITH SEPARATE 
RATES. 

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—A husband and wife 
may make a combined return of income 
taxes under subtitle A under which— 
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‘‘(1) a separate taxable income is deter-

mined for each spouse by applying the rules 
provided in this section, and 

‘‘(2) the tax imposed by section 1 is the ag-
gregate amount resulting from applying the 
separate rates set forth in section 1(c) to 
each such taxable income. 

‘‘(b) DETERMINATION OF TAXABLE INCOME.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-

section (a)(1), the taxable income for each 
spouse shall be one-half of the taxable in-
come computed as if the spouses were filing 
a joint return. 

‘‘(2) NONITEMIZERS.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), if an election is made not to 
itemize deductions for any taxable year, the 
basic standard deduction shall be equal to 
the amount which is twice the basic stand-
ard deduction under section 63(c)(2)(C) for 
the taxable year. 

‘‘(c) TREATMENT OF CREDITS.—Credits shall 
be determined (and applied against the joint 
liability of the couple for tax) as if the 
spouses had filed a joint return. 

‘‘(d) TREATMENT AS JOINT RETURN.—Except 
as otherwise provided in this section or in 
the regulations prescribed hereunder, for 
purposes of this title (other than sections 1 
and 63(c)) a combined return under this sec-
tion shall be treated as a joint return. 

‘‘(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out this sec-
tion.’’ 

(b) UNMARRIED RATE MADE APPLICABLE.— 
So much of subsection (c) of section 1 of such 
Code as precedes the table is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(c) SEPARATE OR UNMARRIED RETURN 
RATE.—There is hereby imposed on the tax-
able income of every individual (other than a 
married individual (as defined in section 
7703) filing a joint return or a separate re-
turn, a surviving spouse as defined in section 
2(a), or a head of household as defined in sec-
tion 2(b)) a tax determined in accordance 
with the following table:’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart B of part II of sub-
chapter A of chapter 61 of such Code is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 6013 the following: 

‘‘Sec. 6013A. Combined return with separate 
rates. 

(d) BUDGET DIRECTIVE.—The members of 
the conference on the congressional budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1999 shall provide in 
the conference report sufficient spending re-
ductions to offset the reduced revenues re-
ceived by the United States Treasury result-
ing from the amendments made by this sec-
tion. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, the 
amendment we have offered would 
eliminate the marriage penalty, and 
that is an item of discussion we want 
to discuss this morning—the Senator 
from Missouri and myself. A number of 
people have been involved in this dis-
cussion. The Senator from Texas, Sen-
ator HUTCHISON, has been one of the 
leading proponents of this particular 
issue of doing away with the marriage 
penalty. 

Our amendment to eliminate the 
marriage penalty, which is being co-
sponsored by Senator ASHCROFT, Sen-
ator INHOFE, Senator GRAMS, would re-
instate income splitting and provide 
married couples who currently labor 

under the onerous burden of our Tax 
Code with much needed relief. 

Our amendment doubles the standard 
deduction for married couples. It is a 
very simple amendment. It doubles the 
standard deduction for married cou-
ples. 

Currently, the single standard deduc-
tion is $4,150, while the marriage stand-
ard deduction is only $6,900. Our 
amendment would raise the standard 
deduction for all married couples to 
$8,300, precisely double what it cur-
rently is for single people. 

That is just the heart and soul—that 
is the guts of what this is about. We 
are trying to make the field the same 
for married couples as it is for singles. 
We think this will send a powerful sig-
nal to the institution of marriage that 
is central to family involvement in 
this country and saying that if you get 
married, we are not going to tax you 
more than if you are single living to-
gether. 

That is the simple statement here. 
You ask people across the country, Is 
this a good thing to do? And they 
clearly say, yes. It makes no sense that 
right now we tax married couples, tax 
two-wage-earner families more than we 
do single individuals. This much need-
ed amendment would provide hard- 
working American families with the 
tax relief they deserve but have not 
gotten from this Congress. 

Over the past month, the Senate has 
considered several spending bills, bills 
which increase the size of Government 
and which call upon the taxpayers to 
yield even more of their personal in-
come to the Federal Government. 

As many of my colleagues know, dur-
ing consideration of the budget resolu-
tion, I, along with several of my col-
leagues, Senator ASHCROFT, Senator 
HUTCHISON, Senator INHOFE, Senator 
SMITH, Senator GRAMS, called for larg-
er tax cuts to be considered this year. 
Unfortunately, it appears with only a 
little amount of time left in this ses-
sion that we are running out of time. 

We have to put this issue forward 
now. We need to give the American 
taxpayers relief. We ought to have the 
integrity to keep our promises to the 
American people by eliminating the 
marriage penalty this session. The Sen-
ate leader has been very supportive of 
this effort. This is his top priority as 
well, to eliminate the marriage pen-
alty. The American people sent us to 
Congress to lower taxes and to cut 
Government spending. And this Con-
gress has gotten some of that done, but 
not enough. Clearly, we need to keep 
moving forward on tax cuts. Let us get 
our work done now and let us get it 
done for the American people. 

Unfortunately, because we have 
failed to get a resolution that calls for 
elimination of the marriage penalty, I 
am offering this amendment, along 
with five of my colleagues, in order to 
give the taxpayers the relief they de-
serve. 

Mr. President, at the appropriate 
time I will be calling for the yeas and 

nays. I just want to make a point about 
what this amendment does. We cur-
rently have in our Tax Code that if you 
have a two-wage-earner family, and 
their combined income is between 
$22,000 and $70,000, you have what is 
called effectively a marriage penalty. 
You pay more tax if you exist in this 
category—a two-wage-earner family 
between $22,000 and $70,000—you pay 
more tax than if the two people would 
just live together. It is called the mar-
riage penalty. It amounts to about $150 
billion over a 5-year time period that 
we are taxing people. 

I have letters here, testimonials of 
people who said, ‘‘You know what? We 
were thinking about getting married, 
and then we couldn’t because of the tax 
structure that was penalizing us for 
getting married.’’ 

Listen to this gentleman. He is from 
Columbus, OH, a gentleman by the 
name of Thomas, who I will leave out 
his last name. 

Thank you so much for addressing this 
issue. I am engaged to be married and my fi-
ance and I have discussed the fact that we 
will be penalized financially. We have post-
poned the date of our marriage in order to 
save up and have a ‘‘running start’’ in part 
because of this nasty, unfair tax structure. 

There are two economists in this 
country who every year get divorced at 
the end of the year so that they can 
file separately and then are married 
the first part of the next year and then 
use the money to have a celebration 
with. Is that the sort of tax policy that 
we should have in America that en-
courages that type of situation to take 
place? 

This is a lady from Alberton, MT: 
My husband and I both work. We are 50 and 

55 years old. This is a second marriage for 
both of us. We delayed our marriage for a 
number of years because of the tax con-
sequences, and lived together. I caused a 
great deal of stress and lots of anguish 
amongst our family as this was not the way 
we were raised. We finally took the tax hit— 

Listen to that— 
We finally took the tax hit and married to 

make my family happy. This marriage pen-
alty is awful! 

That is from Alberton, MT, that that 
couple writes. 

Is that the sort of thing we want to 
encourage our couples to be a part of or 
to have that sort of difficulty? I just 
don’t think so. 

This one from Iowa: ‘‘I think the 
marriage penalty is an outrage, yet an-
other way the government stops us 
from being moral citizens.’’ Can you 
believe that? They are writing, it 
‘‘stops us from being moral citizens.’’ 

‘‘I really hope this bill passes. I’m 
taxed enough as it is. I don’t mind pay-
ing taxes, but enough is enough.’’ That 
is Joe from Des Moines, IA, writing 
that. 

This from Wichita, KS, my home 
State: ‘‘I appreciate you helping me 
and millions of other Americans.’’ And 
I should mention, this affects 21 mil-
lion American families—21 million 
American families—many of them just 
getting started as family members. ‘‘I 
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appreciate your helping me and mil-
lions of other Americans who are 
struggling to keep their families to-
gether. I work full time for county gov-
ernment. My wife is a stay at home 
mom who works. I have four children 
and it is a challenge to pay the bills 
but we still do it. It would help us if 
the government helped us and killed 
the marriage penalty. A fair tax sys-
tem would certainly be helpful to us.’’ 

They go on and on. I have pages of 
people who are writing in about the 
marriage penalty and the impact that 
it has had upon them. Listen to this 
from Union, KY: ‘‘Before we set a wed-
ding date, I calculated the tax implica-
tions. Since we each earned in the low 
$30,000s, the Federal marriage penalty 
[was how this gentleman cited it] was 
over $3,000. What a wonderful gift from 
the IRS.’’ Are those the sort of gifts we 
want to send? 

This is from Indiana: ‘‘I can’t tell 
you how disgusted we both are over 
this tax issue. If we get married, not 
only would I forfeit my $900 refund 
check, we would be writing a check to 
the IRS for $2,800. Darrell and I would 
very much like to be married and I 
must say it break our hearts to find 
out we can’t afford it.’’ Can’t afford to 
get married, thanks to the marriage 
penalty. 

From Ohio: ‘‘I’m engaged to be mar-
ried and my fiance and I have discussed 
the fact that we will be penalized fi-
nancially.’’ 

Here is from Baltimore, MD: ‘‘I am a 
23-year-old, a marriage penalty victim 
for 4 years now. I’m a union electrician 
who works hard to put food on the 
table to take care of my family.’’ Then 
he asks a simple question: ‘‘Why is the 
government punishing me just because 
I’m married?’’ 

That is a simple question that Sen-
ator ASHCROFT from Missouri and I and 
a number of other people ask who want 
to do away with this most onerous, 
wrongheaded, bad signal of a tax. That 
is the marriage penalty. That is why 
we are putting this bill forward here 
today, to deal with this particular situ-
ation. It is time we do it. 

I want to address one other topic on 
this before allowing other Senators to 
speak, because I know a number want 
to address this particular issue; that is, 
whether or not we can pay for this 
issue. Let me say simply we can pay 
for this issue and wall off all the pay-
ments coming to Social Security that 
are in surplus for Social Security. You 
are going to hear a number of people 
attacking from the other side, saying 
we cannot do this because it will take 
from Social Security. Then they try to 
pit Social Security against marriage. 
It is a false choice. 

We can preserve the entire flow of re-
sources going to Social Security, the 
entire payroll tax, and do this mar-
riage penalty lifting, which ought to be 
done for a positive signal and for the 
working families of this country. 

CBO last week said we had $520 bil-
lion surplus they projected over the 

next 5 years—$520 billion. We are talk-
ing, with this particular marriage pen-
alty, just over $151 billion. So about 
$1.5 out of $5. Any surplus that is com-
ing into Social Security we wall off and 
we say that should go to Social Secu-
rity, and we can do it. Do not listen to 
the other side saying we are taking 
from Social Security to deal with the 
marriage penalty. We are not. We don’t 
have to do it that way. We are not 
doing it that way. I do not support 
doing it that way. 

We support keeping Social Security 
safe and sound, and any flow of re-
sources into Social Security stays in 
there. We should create a real trust 
fund and actually put the resources 
there. We can and we should. I believe 
we must, for the foundational institu-
tion of this democracy, the family, and 
particularly the marriage, do this re-
pealing of this marriage penalty that 
penalizes two-wage-earner families 
making between $22,000 and $70,000. 
Many of those are newlywed, starting a 
family, with young children involved. 
This involves 21 million American fam-
ilies. It is time we do away with this 
terrible tax penalty. 

At a later date, I will respond to 
some of the accusations I think will 
probably be coming from the other 
side. The Senator from Missouri, Sen-
ator ASHCROFT, has been a key cham-
pion of this particular issue, as I have 
noted, and a number of other people 
have as well, including Senator 
HUTCHISON of Texas, and I know they 
want to speak on this particular issue. 

I yield to the Senator from Missouri 
on this particular amendment. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the following be 
the only amendments in order, other 
than the pending amendment to the 
pending legislation, subject to relevant 
second-degree amendments. The list 
has about 56 amendments on it, and 
with Senator KOHL’s approval, I will 
submit the list rather than going 
through the reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The list is as follows: 
Campbell—Relevant. 
Lott—Relevant. 
Lott—Relevant. 
Faircloth—Sense of the Senate breast can-

cer stamp. 
Faircloth—Exchange stabilization. 
DeWine—Abortion Federal health plans. 
DeWine—Customs drug interdiction. 
B. Smith—Employee benefit programs. 
Mack—Immigration. 
KB Hutchison—SEHBP. 
Jeffords—Postal location. 
Ashcroft—Marriage tax. 

Brownback—2nd degree to Ashcroft. 
McConnell—Relevant. 
Domenici—Fed. law enforcement training 

center. 
Coverdell—Fed. Law Enforcement training 

center. 
Abraham—Family impact statement. 
Jeffords—Fed. contractor retirement re-

port. 
Stevens—Duty free stores. 
Stevens—Relevant. 
Mack—GSA land conveyance. 
Jeffords—Child care. 
Thompson—Federal regulatory programs. 
Hatch—Relevant. 
Gramm—Relevant. 
Managers package. 
Lott—Relevant. 
Lott—Relevant. 
Lott—Relevant. 
Baucus—Post office locations. 
Bingaman—Relevant. 
Bingaman—HIDTA. 
Bingaman—Relevant. 
Byrd—Relevant. 
Byrd—Relevant. 
Cleland—FEC—independent litigation au-

thority. 
Cleland—FEC—7th member. 
Cleland—FEC—fully fund. 
Conrad—High intensity drug trafficking. 
Daschle—Relevant. 
Daschle—Relevant. 
Daschle—Internal Revenue Code. 
Daschle—Internal Revenue Code. 
Daschle—Internal Revenue Code. 
Dorgan—Canadian grain. 
Dorgan—Advisory cmte intergovernmental 

relations. 
Feingold—Relevant. 
Feingold—Relevant. 
Feingold—Relevant. 
Glenn—$2.8 million FEC—offset GSA. 
Graham—Haiti. 
Graham—HIDTA. 
Graham—Counter drug funding. 
Harkin—Environmental preferably prod-

ucts. 
Harkin—Drug control. 
Kohl—Managers amendment. 
Kohl—Relevant. 
Kohl—Relevant. 
Kerrey—Sense of the Senate: Priority on 

payroll tax cuts. 
Lautenberg—Sense of Congress. 
Reid—Contraceptives. 
Wellstone—P.O. designation. 
Wellstone—Relevant. 
Wellstone—Relevant. 
Wellstone—Relevant. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield the floor and 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
to support this amendment, the Brown-
back-Ashcroft amendment, to elimi-
nate the marriage penalty in the Tax 
Code. I do so with a sense of enthu-
siasm. 

As I have had the opportunity to en-
gage citizens in my home State of Mis-
souri, or whether I am in some other 
location, I have found, and I do find on 
a regular basis, that people understand 
that the most important component of 
this culture is not its Government in 
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Washington, DC. It is not even the gov-
ernments that we find in the State cap-
itals of the United States. The best and 
most important component of gov-
erning America is to be found in fami-
lies. As a matter of fact, I had the 
privilege of saying on this floor several 
weeks ago that if moms and dads in 
America can do their job, governing 
America will be easy. But if moms and 
dads in America can’t do their job, gov-
erning America will be impossible. 

I think this is an understanding that 
we share and is shared from Boston to 
Brooklyn to Bozeman. It doesn’t mat-
ter what town you are in, people under-
stand that the future, the success, the 
survival of this Republic in the next 
century is probably more related to 
whether or not we have successful fam-
ilies than any other single component 
of what happens in this society. Sure, 
it is important what we do in Congress. 
Sure, it is important what happens on 
Wall Street. But what happens on Main 
Street and on Elm Street and in the 
subdivisions of America where families 
exist, where families work to transmit 
values from one generation to the next, 
in an institution which has long been 
revered and always will be revered, an 
institution which shapes the character 
of our culture—that is what is truly 
important. 

As I rise to support this amendment 
that would eliminate the attack on the 
family that is leveled by our Tax Code, 
I do so with a sense that this elimi-
nation is long overdue. If we really 
want to be successful in the future— 
and I think that is the business of gov-
ernment, helping create an environ-
ment in which individuals can succeed 
and in which institutions can succeed— 
there are lots of reasons to think we 
are here. But I think we simply want 
to build a setting in which we have the 
right conditions for people to flourish, 
for people to grow, for people to reach 
the maximum of the potential that God 
has placed within them. If we are going 
to do that, we need to do things that 
encourage structures like the family, 
instead of attack structures like the 
family. 

The marriage penalty attack is real-
ly not just on the family, but it at-
tacks the core institution of the fam-
ily. A marriage is what a family is 
built around. It is built on the durable, 
lasting, legally sanctioned, and en-
forced commitment of individuals to be 
together and to help each other as long 
as they live. There aren’t very many 
things that work that way in our cul-
ture. There are a few things they claim 
to have lifetime guarantees on, and the 
like. But I don’t think there are any 
institutions that are quite as lasting 
and helpful, which really strengthen 
our culture as effectively as families 
do. 

You can get products that say they 
are guaranteed for life. I was amused 
by the fellow who said he was running 
a parachute company. Somebody 
asked, ‘‘Are they any good?’’ He said, 
‘‘We guarantee them for life.’’ I don’t 

know if we would be particularly im-
pressed with that. But the family is fo-
cused on and built on marriage, which 
is designed to be a lasting, durable re-
lationship, sanctioned by law. I think 
we should do what we can to foster it, 
since it is most likely to be the thing 
that provides the basis for our success. 
This isn’t something new, as a matter 
of fact, in our culture. 

America hasn’t been great because 
we had great government or because we 
had great business; we have had great-
ness in America because of the hearts 
of the people. Alexis de Tocqueville, 
about 160 years ago, came here from 
France to try to assess what is it about 
this country that makes it dynamic, 
that makes this country something 
that is catching the eye of the entire 
world. He wrote back—and I have to 
paraphrase—that he didn’t find the 
greatness of America in the Halls of 
Congress, but he found it in the homes 
of the people. He didn’t find it in poli-
tics; he found it in pulpits. He was real-
ly saying that the greatness of Amer-
ica is something that is resident in the 
values and character of America. He fo-
cused on the fact that that happens 
down beneath the big, overarching con-
cerns of Government, found in the in-
stitution that is singularly identified 
as the most important institution in 
our culture—the family. 

So it is no wonder that people raise 
their eyebrows when they finally learn 
what is happening to the family as a 
result of the Tax Code. I support this 
effort to eliminate the penalty that the 
Tax Code imposes on people when they 
get married. I commend the Senator 
from Kansas for his outstanding re-
counting and relating the individual 
details of the couple from Montana and 
another couple from Indiana, and dif-
ferent people around the country, who 
have written to say, for goodness’ sake, 
stop penalizing us and making it im-
possible for us to really make the kind 
of marriage that we want to have, 
making Government attack marriage 
through the Tax Code. 

Frankly, American policy should re-
flect the principles of the American 
people. It is time, instead of our policy 
attacking the principles, to reinforce 
the principles. One principle is that we 
don’t want to say to people: Don’t get 
married. We don’t want to say that we 
will make it more expensive to get 
married, we will fine you or penalize 
you. We want to say: Look, we think 
marriage is a good thing, and we under-
stand that the values that are trans-
mitted in marriages, the character 
that is formed there, is the basis for so-
cietal success, not only in this but the 
next century. We want to encourage it. 

So it is time for us to get out our 
eraser, if you will, and to return Amer-
ica to a tax policy that does not dis-
criminate against marriage. I say ‘‘re-
turn’’ America, because we haven’t al-
ways had a discriminatory policy 
against marriage. But the marriage 
penalty began to creep into our tax law 
a couple of decades ago. Its onerous, 

negative impact on this most impor-
tant institution is really a scar on the 
body politic, and it is a wound that we 
can ill afford to allow to deepen. We 
must close this wound and restore this 
culture to the kind of health that has 
made America great. 

Last April, a group of like-minded 
Senators and I, including the good Sen-
ator from Kansas, Senator BROWNBACK, 
and others, stated our intention to op-
pose the Senate’s budget resolution, 
unless meaningful tax cuts were added. 
We have noted that the United States 
of America is now charging people to 
live here more than we have ever 
charged people to live here before—the 
highest tax rates in history. Our Gov-
ernment is charging more. We are tak-
ing more of people’s money for Govern-
ment, leaving less of people’s money 
for themselves and their families than 
ever before in the history of the coun-
try. 

For some, I guess, who like Govern-
ment and prefer not to make their own 
decisions about how they live and want 
to have a bureaucrat buy for them 
what is to be purchased in the less than 
efficient system known as ‘‘Govern-
ment,’’ that might be OK. But to me, I 
am shocked. Why in the world should 
we be paying the highest taxes in his-
tory when we are not at war? As a mat-
ter of fact, the highest taxes have not 
even gone to support defense. I think a 
number of us are a little bit alarmed 
about the condition of the Nation’s de-
fense. We have slashed the defense 
budget. We have curtailed it immeas-
urably to the point where I am not sure 
we are ready to prepare ourselves. We 
have skyrocketed other bureaucratic 
spending in Government. While we 
have slashed the spending of the de-
fense establishment, we have also 
slashed the capacity of families to 
spend their own money. So we are 
rocking along at the highest tax rates 
in history, and it is peacetime. 

So last April, a group of us said we 
were not going to vote for a budget 
from this Senate, unless we put mean-
ingful potentials for tax relief in that 
budget. We were promised that elimi-
nating the marriage penalty would be 
the Senate’s top priority for 1998. The 
leadership of the Senate promised us 
we would not only have an opportunity 
to try to reduce taxes substantially 
and significantly—not the $30 billion 
gesture over 5 years—incidentally, $30 
billion over 5 years would buy about 
one cup of coffee per month per person, 
if you left a little tip. That is really 
not tax relief. 

So here we are; today is July 29 and 
there are only 31 legislative days left in 
the session. Yet, we are not any closer 
to giving the American people tax cuts 
than we were 3 months ago. I have led 
the mini revolt against the budget in 
order to get real potentials for tax re-
lief on the table. I believe it is time for 
us to say we need real tax relief, and 
the marriage penalty would be the 
brightest and best opportunity to pro-
vide tax relief that not only reduces 
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taxes, but it would begin to align the 
policy of the United States with the 
principles of the American people. Of 
course, that embracing principle that 
everybody understands is the need for 
strong families. 

Now, to add insult to injury—I don’t 
know whether it is an insult or not— 
but the Congressional Budget Office 
came out with new numbers on the pro-
jected Government surplus. Here the 
Senate had agreed that we would do $30 
billion, maybe, in tax cuts. The Con-
gressional Budget Office just an-
nounced in the last 10 days that the 
projected surplus is over $520 billion. 
Wait a second—$30 billion to let the 
people have, which they earned, and we 
were going to take the other $490 bil-
lion and spend it, in spite of the fact 
that we were already taxing people at 
the highest rates in history. I wonder 
about that. 

So we have come forward today. I 
thank Senator BROWNBACK and Senator 
HUTCHISON for sponsoring this kind of 
legislation. I am honored to be a person 
who is helping organize this approach 
to say we need substantial and signifi-
cant tax relief. We are not asking that 
we take the entire $520 billion. We are 
not even asking that we take a major-
ity. But we are asking that at least the 
onerous affront to the values of the 
American people, this attack on mar-
riages, be taken from our Tax Code. 

It would cost about $151.3 billion, I 
think, to do this over 5 years. So, if 
you subtract that from the $520 billion, 
you could figure out that you still have 
about $360 billion over the next 5 years. 
That is an amazing sum. 

We are not even asking for 1 out of 3 
dollars, or what would be equivalent to 
1 out of 3 dollars, of the surplus to say 
leave it in the pockets of people who 
work hard to earn it. Don’t sweep that 
money away to be spent by the bu-
reaucracy. And, for heaven’s sake, let’s 
not send a signal to people, don’t get 
married in this culture, don’t begin to 
form the basis for this most important 
institution of America. We need to say, 
indeed, we want marriages; we want in-
tact families; we want the lasting, du-
rable—yes, legally recognized—formal 
commitments of marriage upon which 
to build our family. 

We stand here at the end of July on 
the heels of a month-long recess com-
ing up in August. And there is a real 
possibility that Congress will not pass 
a budget reconciliation and will not de-
liver on the tax cut that was promised 
to the American people. We ought to 
shout at the top of our lungs, ‘‘No, no.’’ 
We do not want to miss this oppor-
tunity, with this substantial capacity 
in our system, to begin to grant relief 
to the people, especially to have a 
cease-fire on American marriages. It is 
time for us to declare peace instead of 
declaring war on the principles of the 
American people when it comes to tax 
policy. We need a tax policy that rep-
resents the people’s principles. Let’s 
declare peace in terms of our policy on 
marriage. 

Mr. President, our society has af-
firmed the importance of marriage and 
family for a long time. Most Americans 
would agree that persistent, durable 
marriages and strong families are abso-
lutely necessary if we are to succeed as 
a nation in the 21st century. Yet, for 30 
years—nearly 30 years—in the last 
three decades politicians have idly 
watched as the Federal Income Tax 
Code has systematically penalized mil-
lions of people for having been married. 
In fact, this last year, 42 million mar-
ried taxpayers collectively paid $29 bil-
lion—that is with a ‘‘b,’’ not with an 
‘‘m’’—$29 billion more in taxes than 
they would have paid had they been 
single. 

I find it important for me to once in 
a while review what $1 billion means. 

We all know that $1 million is a lot of 
money. One billion dollars is 1,000 mil-
lion dollars. So we have 29,000 billion 
dollars in tax penalty because people 
are married. When you boil that down 
to what it means to the average mar-
riage penalty for a family what this 
tax anomaly, this tax assault, is, it 
turns out that is about $1,400 per fam-
ily. I have to say that is about $1,400 of 
after-tax income. If you relieve them of 
that, that is actually spendable money. 
In order to have a spendable result of 
about $1,400 of more money for a family 
to spend, I think you have to allow in 
terms of a salary of about $2,000. So 
this would give those families about a 
$2,000 increase in their wages, or about 
$1,400 in spendable income. 

Or, another way, that is well over 
$100 a month that families could either 
add to their payments for better hous-
ing, they could add to their budget for 
better nutrition, they could add to 
their clothing budget so that their 
children could be better clothed and 
that they could be better clothed. This 
is $1,400 they could use to promote 
things that are beneficial to the com-
munity. 

Yet here we have this marriage pen-
alty that sweeps that $1,400 right off 
the kitchen table at budget time mere-
ly because these individuals are mar-
ried. 

I believe this marriage penalty is a 
grossly unfair assault on the bedrock 
of our culture and civilization. As a 
matter of fairness, principle, and pub-
lic policy, Congress should put an end 
to the Tax Code discrimination against 
marriage. The marriage penalty exists 
today because Congress legislated ill- 
advised changes to the Tax Code in the 
late 1960s. Fortunately, eliminating the 
marriage penalty simply requires Con-
gress to amend the code. 

I want to just mention that the mar-
riage penalty tax has a pretty substan-
tial negative impact on women. It 
hurts marriages when their income is 
equivalent to their husband’s income. 
When their income is equivalent, it 
hurts them most of all. We enact poli-
cies to help women in the workplace, 
yet we have a Tax Code which penalizes 
those women once they earn income 
that is comparable to that of their 

spouse. There is significant evidence 
that such tax consequences have a di-
rect impact on women’s labor partici-
pation choices. People make judgments 
based on these taxes. 

We have already heard from our good 
friend, the Senator from Kansas. As a 
matter of fact, he stated that single 
people are living together in a way 
that many of them feel bad—dis-
appointed their families, set bad exam-
ples for the communities—and they 
didn’t want to do this. 

The amendment which Senator 
BROWNBACK, Senator GRAMS, and Sen-
ator INHOFE, Senator SMITH of New 
Hampshire, and Senator HUTCHISON 
have proposed would eliminate the 
marriage penalty. And, of course, I am 
proposing it with them by allowing 
husbands and wives to split incomes as 
equivalent and filing as if both were 
single. 

Over the next 5 years, the Federal 
Government is expected to collect $9.6 
trillion in revenues. Eliminating the 
marriage penalty will reduce that total 
by 1.6 percent, and that is less than a 
third of the projected surplus. That is, 
the surplus is expected to be $520 bil-
lion. That is money in excess of what 
we expect to spend. If we continue to 
make plans to spend it, we ought to 
make plans to give it back at least to 
curtail the marriage penalty. 

There is no excuse for withholding 
tax relief from American families, es-
pecially tax relief that is necessary to 
allow them to continue to be American 
families. We have no reason to con-
tinue to punish Americans with a Tax 
Code that is designed to make it tough 
for them to be family. For years Wash-
ington has told taxpayers, ‘‘You send 
it, we spend it.’’ We ought to change 
that. It is time for a new message to be 
sent to America. It should be, ‘‘You 
earned it, we returned it.’’ 

I rise today to say that I find it un-
conscionable that the policy of the 
United States would be an assault on 
the principles of the American people, 
especially a sacred principle of Amer-
ican families that are built on the core 
institution of marriage, and that this 
Government, frankly, should hang its 
head in shame to think that it has 
agreed to spend the money of individ-
uals and that it would not provide re-
lief from this war on the principles of 
America called the ‘‘marriage pen-
alty.’’ 

In my judgment, we have but one al-
ternative, especially in the face of the 
kind of projected surplus which we 
have before us. That opportunity is to 
say that we are going to declare peace 
when it comes to the American family, 
and we are going to tell people that, 
‘‘We will not penalize you any longer 
because you have chosen to be married; 
as a matter of fact, we are going to 
provide a way for you to enjoy the 
same kind of treatment under the Tax 
Code that you would have if you were 
to have remained single.’’ 

The end of the 105th Congress is com-
ing quickly upon us. I call upon my 
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colleagues to join me for the elimi-
nation of the marriage penalty once 
and for all. 

Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANTORUM). The Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
FAIRCLOTH be added as a cosponsor to 
this. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
want to give a couple of facts and some 
figures that I think are important to 
have. 

The average marriage penalty in this 
country for people who are paying the 
marriage penalty is just over $1,400 a 
year; $1,425 a year is the average 
amount that families are paying for 
the marriage penalty in America. I 
think that is just far too high. 

It may not seem like a lot to some 
people. But in paying electric bills, you 
could pay an average one for over 9 
months. For some families, it would 
pay for a week-long vacation at 
Disneyland. It would make four pay-
ments on a minivan. You can go out to 
dinner, buy over 1,000 gallons of gaso-
line, you can buy over 1,200 loaves of 
bread. Those are important things to 
do with $1,425. 

I want to show this chart to my col-
leagues as well. There are some who 
suggested last time when we entered 
into this debate that there is also a 
marriage bonus, and that if you will do 
away with the marriage bonus, we will 
do away with the marriage penalty. I 
have no problem whatsoever giving a 
bonus to people who are married. I 
think that we should honor this insti-
tution, and if they want to propose 
raising taxes on people who are mar-
ried, they can go ahead and do so. I op-
pose that. 

But I want to show who it hits. 
Again, you are talking about the high-
est proportion of the marriage penalty 
going to those families when the high-
er-earning spouse is making somewhere 
between $20,000 and $75,000. These are 
middle-income, a lot of times just 
starting to be wage-earner families, 
and it hits two-wage-earner families as 
well. These are the people that we 
should be trying to help out the abso-
lute most. I just find it a completely 
wrongheaded policy, at a time when we 
are struggling so much in this country 
with the set of values we are putting 
forward, to say we are not only going 
to not help people making between 
$20,000 and $75,000, or are just starting 
a family, we are actually going to tax 
them, we are going to tax them more. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. It occurs to me you 

said this has its most substantial inci-
dence in young families where people 
are getting started, both individuals 
working. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. That is correct. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Is the Senator 
aware that when they interview people 
about family problems, and when fami-
lies break up, that there is a high inci-
dence of correlation between families 
that are overstressed economically and 
those that do not make it to last as 
families? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I thank the Sen-
ator from Missouri for the question. 
Absolutely. You hear that in any num-
ber of cases where people are breaking 
up, frequently the No. 1 cited problem 
is financial stress. But it then embel-
lishes and builds into further stresses 
on them. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. So if the average 
marriage penalty is $1,445 a year, you 
wonder about how many marriages 
might actually survive if the Govern-
ment were not in there with its bureau-
cratic hand, extracting an extra $1,445 
a year. You wonder in how many mar-
riages the stress would be relieved 
enough that some of that financial fric-
tion that eventually sometimes flares 
into the flame which consumes the 
marriage, and burns down the house, 
could just be avoided. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. The Senator 
raises a good consideration. We don’t 
know the number of marriages that 
would be saved. But we do know that a 
lot of times people know this tax is on 
them. I think too many times my col-
leagues think people don’t really know 
this tax exists on them, and that it ex-
ists there, but it is not a real tax, it is 
not one that anybody cites to. But we 
found, time and time again, people act 
rationally. They act economically ra-
tionally. So if you send a signal that 
you are going to tax something, they 
will do less of it. And if you send a sig-
nal you are going to subsidize some-
thing, they do more of it. So we tax 
marriage, and what do you think hap-
pens in that type of situation where 
you put more financial pressure on the 
family? The $1,445 is the average. There 
are some that are taxed substantially 
more. 

I read to my colleagues, and the Sen-
ator from Missouri, letters from a 
number of people who have written in 
and said, ‘‘I cannot believe you guys 
would talk about family values, all of 
you, everybody saying that families 
are critical, families are important, 
yet here is such a classic example of 
where you are penalizing the family, 
and it still exists, and you guys are 
still talking about family values.’’ 

One thing I am very pleased about is 
the majority leader, TRENT LOTT, has 
been a strong proponent of doing away 
with this marriage penalty because he 
knows the importance of what this is 
about. He knows people act economi-
cally rationally and is supportive of 
this debate and is supportive of our ef-
forts to try to get the marriage penalty 
done away with. I think it is impor-
tant, and he has cited to it as well. 
This is not for high-wage-earning fami-
lies, I point out to my colleagues as 
well. We are talking about hitting fam-
ilies the most where the highest earn-

ing spouse earns somewhere between 
$20,000 and $75,000. That is important. 

Just because some of these 
testimonials are so touching, I want to 
read some more of them to my col-
leagues, because I think they are very, 
very telling. This is not just about sta-
tistics. This is not just about econo-
mists saying this has an impact. This 
is about real people looking at their 
real situation of real taxes they are 
paying. Listen to this one—Steve from 
Tennessee: 

My wife and I got married on January 1, 
1997. We were going to have a Christmas wed-
ding last year, but after talking to my ac-
countant, we saw that instead of both of us 
getting money back on our taxes, we were 
going to have to pay in, so we postponed it. 
Now, after getting married, we have to have 
more taken out of our checks just to break 
even and not get a refund. We got penalized 
for getting married. 

And then he says something that I 
think is prophetic and simple and 
straightforward. He just says, ‘‘. . . and 
that is just not right.’’ 

That is our point with this tax. We 
have the wherewithal to pay for it in 
the surplus. We will not touch Social 
Security surpluses coming into it. And 
this tax ‘‘is just not right.’’ 

Here is one from Dayton, OH: 
Penalizing for marriage flies in the face of 

common sense. This is a classic example of 
government policy not supporting that 
which it wishes to promote. In our particular 
situation, [he gives us his own situation] my 
girlfriend and I would incur a net annual 
penalty of $2,000, or approximately $167 per 
month. Though not huge, this is enough to 
pay our monthly phone, cable, water and 
home insurance bills. 

We may sit here and look at this and 
say $2,000 a year, $167 a month, that is 
not a big deal—it is a big deal. It is a 
big signal we are sending to families 
that we are going to tax you and penal-
ize you if you decide to get married. 
People act economically rational. They 
are going to look at this and they will 
understand it. They will also act eco-
nomically rational if we say we are 
doing away with this marriage penalty. 
We think this is a bad tax, bad tax pol-
icy. It is not a place that we ought to 
tax, and they will act rationally there 
as well, and it sends a signal to fami-
lies. 

This is one I thought was excellent, 
from Marietta, GA. 

We always file as ‘‘married filing sepa-
rately’’ because that saves us about $500 a 
year over ‘‘married filing jointly.’’ When we 
figured our 1996 return, just out of curiosity, 
we figured what our tax would be if we lived 
together instead of married. Imagine our dis-
gust when we discovered that, if we just 
lived together instead of being married, we 
would have saved an additional $1,000. So 
much for the much vaunted ‘‘family values’’ 
of our government. Our government is send-
ing a very bad message to young adults by 
penalizing marriage this way. 

That is from Bobby and Susan in 
Marietta, GA. 

Is that the sort of signal we want to 
send? Listen to this one from Ohio: 

No person who legitimately supports fam-
ily values could be against this bill. The 
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marriage penalty is but another example of 
how, in the past 40 years the federal govern-
ment has enacted policies that have broken 
down the fundamental institutions that were 
the strength of this country from the start. 

That is Thomas from Ohio that 
writes that in. 

I have studies here. We have Joint 
Economic Committee studies of the 
impact of a marriage penalty. We have 
studies from other institutions, citing 
about the marriage penalty. None of 
them could put it more succinctly than 
Thomas has right here: ‘‘This is but an-
other example of a policy that has bro-
ken down the fundamental institutions 
that were the strength of this country 
from the start.’’ 

Let us hear the people. Let us hear 
their cry. Let us hear them say what 
they are saying to us, that this is a 
wrongheaded idea, what we are doing. 

This one, David from Indiana: 
This is one of the most unfair laws that is 

on the books. I have been married for more 
than 23 years and would really like to see 
this injustice changed [And then he says, not 
for himself, but, he says] so my sons will not 
have to face this additional tax. Please keep 
up the great work. We need more people in 
office who are interested in families. 

Then this one from North Carolina: 
It is unfortunate that the government 

makes a policy against the noble and sacred 
institution of marriage. 

Here is somebody, Andrew from 
North Carolina, who is looking at his 
Federal Government and he says: 

It is unfortunate the government makes a 
policy against the noble and sacred institu-
tion of marriage. I also feel it is unfortunate 
it seems to hit young, struggling couples the 
hardest. 

Let us hear the people. Let us hear 
their sense of what they are saying 
about this particular situation, about 
this particular tax that is in place. 

This gentleman, Michael from Cali-
fornia: 

I believe a majority of families do not real-
ize the government is stealing from them be-
cause of this marriage penalty and indirectly 
has created this pressure to have both par-
ents work to get by and pay for their fam-
ily’s future. This indirectly is driving a 
wedge between families. 

Michael in California. 
I disagree with the first portion of it, 

where I think the families do know 
about this, but in the last portion of it 
he is saying, ‘‘This indirectly is driving 
a wedge between families.’’ 

I think anybody here on this floor, if 
you ask people about this particular 
bill, ‘‘Do we want to drive a wedge be-
tween families?’’ There would be 100 
Senators here saying ‘‘No, we don’t 
want to drive a wedge between fami-
lies.’’ 

That being the case, then why aren’t 
we doing something at this point in 
time when we have a chance to deal 
with this particular issue? 

Mr. President, I want to cite some of 
the studies in case people think we are 
just citing the people calling in who 
want a tax cut. 

I have a Joint Economic Committee 
study, ‘‘Reducing Marriage Taxes, 

Issues and Proposals,’’ that talks about 
the various bills that are put forward 
within the marriage penalty. What we 
are talking about is putting in income- 
splitting proposals. They are similar. 

This is the study on page 10, ‘‘. . .to 
optional filing because they adjust for 
differences in the tax schedules be-
tween single and joint filers.’’ This is 
the Joint Economic Committee report. 

However, the proposals differ from optional 
filing because they make no distinction re-
garding the division of income between 
spouses. In other words, couples are treated 
as if each spouse earns half of their total in-
come regardless of which spouse actually 
generates that income. Income splitting 
would, therefore, provide all couples with the 
most favorable tax treatment by effectively 
treating them like two singles with a 50–50 
income split. This favorable treatment 
would reduce taxes for nearly all married 
couples. Couples with equal incomes would 
receive equal tax cuts, thus maintaining hor-
izontal equity. 

Moreover, income splitting would create 
marriage bonuses for most couples and in-
crease bonuses for couples already receiving 
them, including one-earner couples. Thus, 
the proposals reduce marriage neutrality by 
[they are saying] heavily favoring marriage. 

This is in the study they are putting 
forward. They are saying, ‘‘OK, we are 
going to create a positive situation for 
some and we are going to do away with 
disparity for others.’’ 

I say, Mr. President, this is a good 
thing. This is the sort of thing that we 
ought to do in doing away with this 
marriage penalty, and this is according 
to the Joint Economic Committee 
study that we have. 

I showed you the chart earlier about 
the differences between marriage pen-
alty and bonuses. What we are trying 
to get at is this zone of people making 
between $20,000 and $75,000 and just do 
away with the marriage penalty. That 
is a good thing, and that is the signal 
we ought to send. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield for a 
question? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I will be happy to. 
But first I ask unanimous consent that 
Senator ABRAHAM from Michigan be 
added as a cosponsor to this amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I will be happy to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Kansas is aware of the fact 
that among people who are concerned 
about the culture, they have not only 
been concerned about families that are 
dissolved, and the divorce problem that 
we have, but the absence of family for-
mation, the fact that there are lower 
rates of marriage than people had an-
ticipated, than we have had in the past. 
I wonder, if given that situation, which 
individuals who have studied our cul-
ture are concerned about, I wonder if 
the Senator from Kansas might com-
ment on whether or not the fact that 
we have a penalty on a number of peo-
ple taxwise if they enter a marriage, if 
that might affect this challenge to our 

culture where we have had lower rates 
of individuals getting married? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I appreciate the 
question, and I think it is absolutely 
right on target that we are having a re-
duction in family creation. If you ask 
people in this body is that a good thing 
to have taking place, they would say 
no. We need to have more families, not 
less families, and part of the problem 
with government is we have had to cre-
ate more and more government doing 
more and more things because we have 
fewer and fewer families proportionally 
doing less and less things. 

If there is anything that we have 
been about, it is trying to reinstill a 
sense of family and values and virtues 
in this culture, and everybody agrees 
with that. Here you have a direct pol-
icy that is hurting creation of families, 
hurting creation of that foundational 
unit within a society and culture, that 
if it is weakened, the Government is 
weakened; if it is stronger, the Govern-
ment is going to be stronger, too, be-
cause you have that foundational unit. 

You can’t create enough police forces 
or militaries or welfare institutions to 
take the place of the family. We have 
had a decline percentagewise in the 
creation of cohesive family units. This 
policy contributes to that of having a 
marriage penalty. The removal of that 
policy would help in the other direc-
tion of creating a family unit together. 

I might note to the Senator from 
Missouri and to my colleagues, when 
we were looking at the welfare reform 
debate, we were very concerned about 
what has happened to our families and 
saying, ‘‘Are we sending the right sig-
nals or wrong signals to family cre-
ation?’’ We decided we were sending 
the wrong signals and we needed to 
change them to the right signals. 

Do you know what is taking place? In 
my State of Kansas, we have a reduc-
tion in welfare rolls of 50 percent. I 
have met with a number of people who 
are off welfare now who were on wel-
fare. I asked them, ‘‘What do you think 
of the changes we did?’’ And they said, 
‘‘Thank goodness you did it. Welfare, 
to me, was like a drug. I got hooked on 
it. I got addicted to it, and you said, ‘If 
you can work, you have to work, and 
we are going to let the States decide if 
we are going to subsidize additional 
children born out of wedlock.’ ’’ 

They were thanking me for forcing 
them to do something that they needed 
to do. That was a policy signal that we 
sent from the Government. For many 
years we said if you don’t want to 
work, you don’t have to work; if you 
can work and you don’t want to work, 
you still don’t have to work; if you 
want to have more children out of wed-
lock, fine, we will pay you for doing 
that. 

We said, ‘‘No, no, no, if you can work, 
you need to work.’’ Here let’s support 
marriage. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
yield for an additional question? 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. It occurs to me 

what you are saying, because families 
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have begun to replace welfare in a 
number of settings, they have done a 
better job and people are becoming 
independent; that the number of people 
on welfare is going down, and when the 
number of people on welfare goes down, 
the cost to government goes down. 

It seems to me that as these costs go 
down, when families begin to do their 
jobs and do them well, we ought to 
share some of the reduced costs of gov-
ernment with families by reducing the 
cost of families so that we can actu-
ally—and I wonder, if you will agree 
that since families are helping us re-
duce the cost of government by reduc-
ing the cost of welfare, if you agree 
that it might be appropriate for us, 
given the fact that families are helping 
us in this respect, to say to families, 
‘‘and thank you very much, and we 
would like to reduce your costs now 
that you are helping us reduce ours.’’ 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Thank you for the 
question. My guess is—and we ought to 
probably have an economic study done 
on this—that for every dollar we help 
out the families, we probably get $10 in 
reduction of costs to the government. I 
don’t have that based upon studies, but 
I do have that based upon personal ex-
perience of families reaching out and 
how much more effective they are with 
heart and soul and arms that can hug 
and love instead of a cold government 
check that really doesn’t do anything 
other than make people hooked to it. 
We need to support, and we need to en-
courage that. 

Mr. President, I will continue to have 
additional people wanting to be added 
as cosponsors. Senator LOTT has asked 
to be added as a cosponsor to this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Thank you very 
much. Mr. President, these are com-
monsense issues. They are common-
sense results of what we need to have. 
If we support marriage, if we support 
the family, we will have less cost to 
government. This is a good thing. This 
is something we ought to support. It is 
something we ought to readily do. It is 
something that should pass with 100 
votes. 

We will shortly have a chance to vote 
on this particular issue. Whether we 
get a vote directly on it or we vote on 
a motion to table, I am asking my col-
leagues to support us in this effort to 
do away with the marriage penalty 
when this comes up. It is not taking 
the entire surplus of the $520 billion 
that the CBO is now projecting. It 
would actually score CBO $151.3 billion. 
I support walling off Social Security 
for flow of payments for Social Secu-
rity. This is a statement of marriage to 
families. We don’t have to pay a Social 
Security against marriage. We don’t 
have to do this. 

I support what the President has 
been saying, ‘‘Let’s keep Social Secu-
rity to Social Security. Let’s create a 
real trust fund.’’ We have real problems 
there. We also have real problems in 

marriage. We also have real problems 
with families in this country. We can 
do this. 

Mr. President, $1.50 of every $5 com-
ing in on the surplus would address this 
marriage penalty that is a horrific sig-
nal we are sending out to the country 
right now, that we would actually tax 
marriage more. 

Perhaps this is getting somewhat 
long with people when they keep hear-
ing from folks. These are the common-
sense responses from people across 
country. 

A gentleman in Texas: 
If we are really interested in putting chil-

dren first, then why would this country pe-
nalize the very situation—marriage—where 
kids do best? When parents are truly com-
mitted to each other through their marriage 
vows their children’s outcomes are enhanced. 

And that is Gary from Houston, TX. 
This one I could not believe. This 

lady is from Virginia. 
I am a 61-year-old grandmother still hold-

ing down a full-time job, and I remarried 3 
years ago. 

A 61-year-old grandmother, full-time 
job, remarried 3 years ago. 

I had to think long and hard about mar-
riage over staying single as I knew it would 
cost us several thousand dollars a year just 
to sign the marriage license. Marriage has 
become a contract between two individuals 
and the Federal Government. 

This one is from Pennsylvania: 
My wife and I have actually discussed the 

possibility of obtaining a divorce, something 
neither of us wants or believes in, especially 
myself. 

He said he was the product of a mar-
riage that has difficulty, but they were 
considering divorce. He says ‘‘simply 
because my family cannot afford to pay 
the price.’’ 

This is Jeffrey from Pennsylvania 
who says that. 

This gentleman from Illinois says: 
You try and be honest and do things 

straight, and you get penalized for it. That’s 
just not right. 

That is Mike from Illinois who sent 
that letter in. 

Person after person coming in and 
writing in saying that, ‘‘Look, this just 
isn’t right.’’ 

This one from Sarah that was pub-
lished in the Ottawa Daily Times: 

The marriage penalty is essentially a tax 
on working wives because the joint filing 
system compels married couples to identify 
a primary earner and a secondary earner, 
and usually the wife falls into the latter cat-
egory. Therefore, from accountants’ point of 
view, the wife’s first dollar of income is 
taxed at the point where her husband’s in-
come has left her. If the husband is making 
substantially more money than the wife, the 
couple may even conclude it is not worth it 
for the wife to earn income. In fact— 

And she is quoting from a book by a 
Professor McCaffrey at the University 
of Southern California. 

In fact, McCaffrey’s book details the plight 
of one woman who realizes her job was actu-
ally losing money for her family— 

Actually losing money for her fam-
ily. 
by her working. 

We are overtaxing the American pub-
lic now anyway, with people having to 
pay roughly about 40 percent of their 
income in taxes, taxes at all levels— 
Federal, State, and local, with Federal 
being the highest portion. I think that 
ought to be lowered. But, clearly, you 
hear there are cases where they are not 
only being taxed but we are forcing 
people with two-wage-earner families 
to work and one just working for the 
Government, but even in that case you 
are even taxing them more, to the 
point where it isn’t even worth work-
ing. 

Mr. President, this amendment needs 
to pass. We need to have this debate. 
We can afford to do this. We can do this 
and still set Social Security, payroll 
taxes, aside; and I am calling on my 
colleagues to do just that. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I ask unanimous 
consent that Heather Oellermann be 
given floor privileges during the dura-
tion of this debate. She serves in my 
office. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
that my name be added as a cosponsor 
to the Ashcroft-Brownback amendment 
to S. 2312. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I yield the floor. 
Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. I rise to speak fur-

ther in support of the elimination of 
the marriage penalty. Some people 
have asked, ‘‘Well, isn’t there also a 
marriage bonus, or isn’t there a situa-
tion in which people might do better 
because they are married than if 
they’re not married?’’ And there are 
areas of the Tax Code where some indi-
viduals do slightly better, but they are 
supported by very sound logic. I would 
like to talk for a few moments about 
them, those instances. 

I indicate that in no way do I think 
that the existence of this so-called 
‘‘marriage bonus’’ in some places in the 
Tax Code—that that bonus really is 
any reason why we should impose a 
penalty in some other area of the Tax 
Code. As a matter of fact, there are 
sound reasons for us to support the 
concept of the marriage bonus where it 
exists. 
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Currently, the standard deduction for 

a single person is $4,150, while the 
standard deduction for a married cou-
ple filing jointly is only $6,900. I did not 
major in mathematics, but I did one 
time have the privilege of serving as 
the State auditor. I can add $4,150 
twice; that would be $8,300. And when 
you put the $8,300 that you would get 
for two single people together, and you 
look at the $6,900 deduction that you 
get for a married couple filing jointly, 
you clearly understand there is a $1,400 
deduction that simply does not exist. 

The marriage penalty elimination 
amendment that Senator BROWNBACK 
and I, and others, including the major-
ity leader, have offered today will in-
crease the standard deduction for a 
married couple to equal twice what it 
is for singles—that would be the $8,300 
figure. 

Now the Government rationale for 
the difference in deduction for singles 
and married couples is to reduce the 
so-called marriage bonus that occurs 
when only one spouse works. So the 
idea is, why should a spouse get a full 
deduction if the spouse isn’t actually 
in the workforce? I think that sort of 
partakes of a myth that we ought to 
disabuse ourselves of and that I think 
most people understand. The sugges-
tion that if someone works outside the 
home they are working, but if someone 
isn’t working outside the home they 
are not working—I don’t think that is 
really the case. 

I think what we really indicate is not 
so much a bonus if we give a deduction 
for the person who is nonworking out-
side the home but stays home, it is a 
recognition of the substantial con-
tribution that the nonemployed spouse 
makes to the family. 

We have had a pretty substantial ex-
perience with marriage in my house-
hold. There are three decades plus that 
my wife and I have been married. There 
have been times when both of us have 
been employed, times when only my 
wife was employed, times when only I 
was employed. I think in every one of 
those instances to ignore the sort of 
contribution that the nonemployed 
spouse makes to the work product, 
even of the employed spouse and of the 
household, would be a tremendous in-
justice. 

I think what we really have, instead 
of the so-called marriage bonus, is just 
a recognition of the fact that the non-
employed, in-a-formal-sense, spouse is 
contributing to the income that comes 
to that household by virtue of the ca-
pacity that is expanded to the other 
spouse who is employed and by virtue 
of the expanded well-being of the fam-
ily. American families need help from 
the ever-increasing tax load which we 
are imposing on them. Men who stay at 
home or women who stay at home to 
care for the children should not be pe-
nalized by the Tax Code. 

I have been somewhat distressed in 
recent years that we have begun to ex-
tend this myth and to provide incen-
tives for people not to stay at home, to 

have a prejudice against people who 
would stay at home. Our Government 
policy should work in favor of children, 
not against them. Sometimes when we 
have a massive tax prejudice in favor 
of both parents leaving the house, that 
is not in the best interests of children. 
I think most of the data we have seen 
in recent years is that children really 
thrive when they have the attention of 
parents, and, obviously, if you have one 
of the parents who can stay at home, it 
really helps children significantly. 

Our current Tax Code rewards the de-
pendent child tax credit for families 
who put their children in child care, for 
example, and, therefore, provides an in-
centive for people to institutionalize 
their children rather than to care for 
them in the home. A mother who stays 
at home with her child makes the sac-
rifice in the total combined paycheck 
for the family and for her career, per-
haps, or the father who does the same, 
should that family be penalized? I 
think the answer is clearly no. As a 
matter of fact, that person may be 
doing our culture a great favor by pro-
viding attention from a loving, com-
passionate parent in a way that no in-
stitution would be able to provide at-
tention or training for that child. 

The Tax Code should acknowledge 
that contributions made by spouses 
who stay at home, be they male or fe-
male—and we have done it both ways 
in my household from time to time; 
there have been times when my wife 
was the earner and I was either doing 
something at home or running for of-
fice or the like—and either way, we 
should acknowledge that the contribu-
tions by the so-called nonemployed 
spouse are not ignored, and no mar-
riage bonus could ever begin to com-
pensate those individuals for their con-
tributions to the family. 

Now, if Members on the other side of 
the aisle want to eliminate the small 
‘‘bonus’’ in the Tax Code, I think that 
would be ill advised. I predict it would 
be soundly defeated, as it should be. It 
is antifamily, it is antimarriage, and 
given the fact that most of these are 
women in this setting, it is antiwomen 
to suggest a full-time homemaker pro-
vides no value that should be recog-
nized in the Tax Code. I believe their 
contribution should continue to be rec-
ognized and applauded. The marriage 
bonus is a way to recognize some of the 
non-economic contributions of stay-at- 
home spouses. 

What we are really here for, I don’t 
think there is a serious legal attempt 
to take away those recognitions, but 
there is a very serious assault on the 
values of American families. When we 
are taxing the average family that en-
dures the marriage penalty, we are tax-
ing them $1,400 a year more in taxes 
than we would if they were single. It 
seems to me that assault on the values 
of the American public is a tragic, 
tragic invasion of the strongest insti-
tution which we need desperately for 
the success and survival of our coun-
try. We should recognize that we need 
to eliminate that penalty on marriage. 

It is with that in mind that I am 
pleased so many Senators have agreed 
to cosponsor this measure. I hope we 
will vote to make sure that this be-
comes a part of the philosophy and pol-
icy of American Government. A gov-
ernment which is at war with the val-
ues of its people cannot long endure. 
No value is more cherished in America 
than the value of durable families. We 
simply have to eliminate the assault 
on marriage, the assault on our fami-
lies, that is included in a Tax Code 
which undermines and curtails the 
value of families in our culture. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the efforts that have been 
brought to the floor by the Senator 
from Kansas. I would like to make a 
few comments and observations about 
tax cuts and some misconceptions. I 
was somewhat distressed at the begin-
ning of this administration when a 
statement was made by Laura Tyson, 
who was the chief financial advisor at 
that time. She said—and this is almost 
a direct quote—that there is no rela-
tionship between the level of taxation 
that a country pays and its economic 
activity. If you would carry that to its 
logical conclusion, you would say you 
could tax somebody by 100 percent and 
they are going to be just as motivated 
to work hard and to contribute to the 
economy and take risks and to hire 
people as if they had no tax at all. As 
we know, history has shown us that 
this is not true. 

One of the interesting things that is 
so overlooked by many of the liberals 
nowadays is that for every 1 percent in-
crease in economic activity, it pro-
duces new income of approximately $24 
billion. Three times in this century we 
have had administrations that have 
had massive tax cuts, and each time 
this has happened we have actually in-
creased the revenue. What I am hoping 
we will get to is a discussion and a de-
bate along the lines that you can actu-
ally increase revenue by reducing 
taxes. History has shown us that, in 
fact, this is true. The first time this 
happened was in the 1920s, during the 
Warren Harding and Calvin Coolidge 
administrations. They had consecutive 
tax cuts, reducing the top tax rate 
from 73 percent to 25 percent. The 
lower rates of taxation helped expand 
the economy dramatically. In fact, be-
tween 1921 and 1929, in spite of—or 
maybe because of—dramatic reductions 
in personal income tax rates, revenues 
increased from $719 million in 1921 to 
$1.16 billion in 1928, an increase of more 
than 60 percent. Now, over a 10-year pe-
riod, that would have been about a dou-
bling of the tax revenues that came as 
a result of reducing tax rates. 
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Then in the 1960s, along came the 

Kennedy administration. Of course, 
when you hear some of the things that 
President Kennedy said at the time 
that didn’t sound that prophetic, they 
turned out to be true. At that time, he 
said we needed to have more revenues 
and the best way is to reduce our tax 
rates and expand the economy. Again, 
going back to the assumption that has 
been proven over and over again that 
your tax revenues increase with cer-
tain types of marginal tax rate reduc-
tions, in the 1960s, President Kennedy 
initiated a series of tax cuts where he 
took the top income tax rate and re-
duced it from 91 percent to 70 percent. 
These cuts, in part, helped increase the 
growth by some 42 percent between 1961 
and 1968. So again, you have a very 
similar type of growth that we experi-
enced back in the 1920s. 

Then in 1980, we remember so well 
Ronald Reagan coming along and the 
criticisms that he has had. At that 
time, he was working with a Congress 
that was not that friendly—at least a 
House that wasn’t that friendly. He 
was able to probably make the most 
dramatic reductions in the tax rates 
than at any period during any adminis-
tration in this country’s history, 
knocking the top tax rates from 70 per-
cent in 1980 down to 28 percent by 1988. 

The results of this were very inter-
esting in that if you look at total reve-
nues raised to run this country in 1980, 
it was $517 billion. By 1990, that figure 
was increased to $1.3 trillion. So reve-
nues doubled during that period of time 
that he reduced the tax rates. As far as 
the revenues that were generated from 
the marginal rates, or from income 
tax, that went from $244 billion in 1980 
to $466 billion in 1990. So you have al-
most a doubling in that case, also. 

So I think those people who are say-
ing that we don’t want to reduce taxes 
are saying we don’t want to reduce the 
revenues. We have need for more reve-
nues when, in fact, some of the tax re-
ductions that we will be talking about 
could have the opposite effect. I can re-
member in Ronald Reagan’s speech— 
one of the speeches he made called ‘‘A 
Rendezvous With Destiny’’ in the six-
ties, it was prophetic. He said, ‘‘There 
is nothing closer to immortality on the 
face of this Earth than a Government 
agency once formed.’’ I think this is 
one of the problems we are dealing 
with now, in that it is so difficult to 
cut down the size of Government. 

Sometimes it is necessary to reduce 
taxes in order to overcome that temp-
tation to spend the money that is out 
there. We know the political reality of 
that. By the way, when many of the 
Democrats—liberals—were saying, 
‘‘Look at how the deficits increased 
during the Reagan administration,’’ 
yes, that is true, they did, but that was 
not as a result of reducing taxes; that 
was a result of increased spending. I 
think that, in retrospect, the President 
should have adopted a policy of issuing 
more vetoes, and I don’t think we 
would have had the deficits that we 
had. 

The bottom line is that we are not an 
undertaxed Nation. We are a Nation 
that needs to reduce taxes. This is an 
opportunity to do it. I can’t imagine 
that in this day and age when we have 
the projected, huge surpluses that are 
out there, we would consider anything 
less than making major tax reductions. 
The tax reduction that has been pro-
moted on the floor by the various 
speakers regarding the marriage pen-
alty is certainly one that is justified. I 
would like to see, in addition, some 
marginal rate reductions. I hope we 
will be able to do that before this de-
bate is all over. 

Lastly, we have come so dangerously 
close to what has been stated in his-
tory. People have observed this coun-
try. When Alexis de Tocqueville came 
here, he came to study the penal sys-
tem and to write about that. After he 
saw the great wealth in this Nation and 
the freedoms, he wrote a book about 
the wealth. In the last paragraph, he 
said that once the people of this coun-
try find that they can vote themselves 
money out of the public trust, the sys-
tem will fail. I think we have come 
dangerously close to that. This is the 
time to reduce taxes and allow individ-
uals to have more control of the money 
they earn. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in 

opposition to the Ashcroft amendment 
on marriage penalty tax relief. Let me 
quickly point out that I strongly sup-
port the Senator from Kansas’ inten-
tions and believe that most, if not all, 
of my Senate colleagues do as well. 
Americans should be free to marry or 
remain single based on much more im-
portant considerations than those re-
lated to tax liability. 

That said, the Treasury-General Gov-
ernment appropriations bill is not the 
proper context for the marriage pen-
alty debate. Now is simply not the 
right time or place. The Senate voted 
in favor of marriage tax relief during 
debate on the tobacco bill. And we all 
look forward to resuming this debate if 
and when we are able to take up, and 
it’s my hope that we do take up, a com-
prehensive tax relief measure later this 
year. The marriage tax relief issue 
should be debated at that time, in the 
context of our overall budget prior-
ities. Simply put, we’ve come too far in 
our efforts to enforce fiscal discipline 
to change course now and arbitrarily 
adopt major and expensive tax policy 
mesaures on appropriations bills. 

I will oppose the Aschcroft amend-
ment and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise to 
state my views on the elimination of 
the marriage penalty. 

Before 1969, the federal income tax 
treated married couples like partner-
ships, in which husbands and wives 
shared their incomes equally. This 
practice was called income-splitting. It 

was ended in 1969, creating what is 
commonly known as the marriage pen-
alty—the extra taxes couples have to 
pay because they are married rather 
than single. According to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, about 21 million 
couples now pay these penalties, which 
average about $1,400 per couple. 

This unfair treatment of married 
couples is fundamentally wrong. The 
tax code ought to treat married cou-
ples no worse than it treats single peo-
ple. It ought to recognize that mar-
riages are partnerships in which hus-
bands and wives share their incomes 
equally for the good of their families. 
Until it does this, the tax code is pun-
ishing the most important institution 
our society has. 

This amendment is explicitly pro- 
family. It is a direct way of letting 
families keep more of their hard- 
earned money, which can be used for 
child-care, taking care of a sick parent, 
education expenses or whatever else 
the family wants to do with it. It sends 
a message to the American people that 
marriage should be a welcome occa-
sion, not just another excuse for higher 
taxes. 

Mr. President, I encourage my col-
leagues to support this amendment to 
eliminate the marriage penalty. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, there are a 
lot of things wrong with our nation’s 
Tax Code, but two things in the code 
that have always struck me as particu-
larly egregious are the steep taxes im-
posed on people when they get married 
and when they die. Today, we will have 
a chance to vote to end the marriage 
penalty. 

All of us say we are concerned that 
families do not have enough to make 
ends meet—that they do not have 
enough to pay for child care or college, 
or to buy their own homes. Yet we tol-
erate a system that overtaxes Amer-
ican families. 

According to Tax Foundation esti-
mates, the average American family 
pays almost 40 percent of its income in 
taxes to federal, state, and local gov-
ernments. To put it another way, in 
families where both parents work, one 
of the parents is nearly working full 
time just to pay the family’s tax bill. 
It is no wonder, then, that parents do 
not have enough to make ends meet 
when government is taking that much. 
It is just not right. 

The marriage penalty alone is esti-
mated to cost the average couple an 
extra $1,400 a year. About 21 million 
American couples are affected, and the 
cost is particularly high for the work-
ing poor. Two-earner families making 
less than $20,000 often must devote a 
full eight percent of their income to 
pay the marriage penalty. The highest 
percentage of couples hit by the mar-
riage penalty earns between $20,000 and 
$30,000 per year. 

Think what these families could do 
with an extra $1,400 in their pockets. 
They could pay for three to four 
months of day care if they choose to 
send a child outside the home—or 
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make it easier for one parent to stay at 
home to take care of the children, if 
that is what they decide is best for 
them. They could make four to five 
payments on their car or minivan. 
They could pay their utility bill for 
nine months. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that if 
couples need advice about their deci-
sion to marry, they should be encour-
aged to look to their minister or rabbi, 
or their family, not their accountant 
or the Internal Revenue Service. This 
amendment represents an effort to 
strengthen families and give them a 
chance to spend their hard-earned 
money in the way they best see fit. 

Given that federal revenues as a 
share of the nation’s income, as meas-
ured by Gross Domestic Product, will 
set a peacetime record this year—a 
whopping 20.5 percent of GDP—and 
given that we are anticipating a budget 
surplus of more than $63 billion, it 
seems to me that there is no excuse for 
the Senate to allow the marriage-pen-
alty tax to continue any longer. 

I urge my colleagues to join me 
today in voting to end the egregious 
marriage-penalty tax. 

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I 
rise in strong support of the Brown-
back-Faircloth marriage penalty relief 
amendment. 

In fact this amendment is the same 
as the legislation I originally offered 
with Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON 
and many others to provide relief from 
the marriage penalty tax. 

Mr. President, in listening to my col-
leagues, I find very little opposition to 
the notion that couples should not be 
penalized with additional taxes simply 
because they choose to marry. 

As several members have stated, the 
Congressional Budget Office has deter-
mined that married couples are taxed 
an extra $1,400 on average more than 
singles. This legislation would correct 
that problem. 

Relief from the marriage penalty tax 
is an idea which enjoys broad, bipar-
tisan support in the Senate. In fact, 
legislation which I offered as an 
amendment to the Fiscal Year 1999 
Budget resolution established marriage 
penalty tax relief as among the highest 
priorities of the Senate this year. That 
amendment passed this body by a vote 
of 99 to 0. 

Clearly, there is no objection to pro-
viding this much needed relief. 

Some of my colleagues have sug-
gested that the bill before us is not the 
appropriate bill to serve as a vehicle 
for this tax relief. In fact, the only ob-
jections I can find to this amendment 
are based on procedure, and not about 
the merits of the issue. 

I understand the concerns raised 
about procedure, but I would urge my 
colleagues to consider the injustice of 
this marriage penalty tax, and join me 
and the other sponsors of this amend-
ment to eliminate this unfair burden. I 
urge my colleagues to vote no on the 
motion to table the Brownback-Fair-
cloth amendment. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON 
CALENDAR—H.R. 4250 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I un-
derstand H.R. 4250, regarding patient 
protection, is at the desk and is await-
ing second reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 4250) to provide new patient 

protection under group health plans. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to the consideration of the bill at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
1999 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3359 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise to 
address the amendment offered by Sen-
ator BROWNBACK. I appreciate the work 
he and others have done. I agree with 
the premise of this amendment. 

We need to provide much needed 
marriage penalty relief to American 
families. We all know how unfair the 
marriage penalty is. We have heard 
from our constituents. We see how it 
cuts into the family budget. We realize 
that it must be changed. Our laws 
should not penalize married couples 
and their families. 

Over the years, I have been a forceful 
advocate for marriage penalty relief. In 
fact, during the recent consideration of 
the tobacco bill, I cosponsored an 
amendment that would have provided 
such relief. I have also stated many 
times that marriage penalty relief 
should be included in any package of 
tax cuts. As chairman of the Finance 
Committee, I remain committed to 
that position. 

As we look to real and meaningful 
tax reform, we will take care of the 
marriage penalty. This will be one of 

our top priorities. But addressing this 
important issue must be done at the 
proper time and in the proper way. 
This is not the time, nor is this appro-
priations bill the appropriate vehicle 
to proceed with this amendment. This 
is a tax issue. It does not belong on this 
appropriations bill. It did not come 
through the committee of jurisdiction. 
That committee is the Finance Com-
mittee. 

I know many of my colleagues agree 
with me when it comes to the marriage 
penalty. They are seeking an oppor-
tunity, as I am, to address it and find 
a remedy as quickly as we can. This 
will be our objective in the future. We 
intend to take care of this in the right 
way. I ask our colleagues outside the 
committee to support it. 

Adoption of this amendment at this 
time would not only disrupt the proper 
order of things and result in the loss of 
appropriate and constructive debate 
within the Finance Committee, but, 
equally important, it would subject the 
entire Treasury-Postal appropriations 
bill to a blue slip from the House of 
Representatives. Revenue measures 
must originate in the House. If not, 
any Member—I emphasize ‘‘any Mem-
ber’’—of the House can raise an objec-
tion. The result would be that this ap-
propriations bill dies. And that is not 
in anyone’s interest. 

While I completely agree with the ob-
jective and necessity of this amend-
ment, while I remain a staunch ally of 
those who seek to provide marriage 
penalty relief, I cannot vote for this 
amendment. 

I ask my colleagues to vote with me. 
Allow the Finance Committee and the 
Senate to address this important issue 
in a way that is correct and will bring 
real and lasting tax relief to married 
couples and families. 

Mr. President, I understand the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas wants 
to address this matter. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator would make any mo-
tion, I would like to be able to speak 
for a few minutes on the amendment. I 
didn’t want to be shut out. 

If that is the Senator’s intention, I 
would just ask if he would allow me at 
the appropriate time—— 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware, because I wanted to be able 
to speak on this matter. I have just 
come from a committee markup. But 
the bill that is on the floor as an 
amendment is actually a bill that Sen-
ator FAIRCLOTH and I introduced. 

I am very pleased that Senator 
BROWNBACK and Senator ASHCROFT and 
others have pursued this, because I 
think it is at the core of what we 
should be doing in this Congress; that 
is, to try to give people back the 
money they worked so hard to earn. 
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